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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the Appeal Brief filed on 9/19/05. Prosecution has been 
reopened. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are now moot in view of the 
new grounds of rejections. 

2. Claims 1-20 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
- such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-16, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kurauchi (US 2002/0059625 Al) in view of Kimmel et al. (hereinafter 
Kimmel) (US 6,105,053). 

2. As to claim 1, Kurauchi teaches a method of performing a parallel application with host 
processors on a network ([0048]-[0049]), comprising: 

determining for each of said possible host a current capacity and a current 
utilization (presently occupied amount of the hardware resource and a total amount of the 
hardware resource) ([0093], etc); 
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calculating for each of said possible host a difference (calculates an available amount of 
the hardware resource, by subtracting a presently occupied amount of the hardware resource 
from a total amount of the hardware resource) ([0093], etc.); and 

sorting (by priority) said calculated differences (available amount) ([0094], [0173], 
[0192]). 

3. Kurauchi fails to explicitly teach determining and using a listing of all possible hosts on 
the network for performing the parallel application (see Abstract). However, Kimmel teaches a 
multiprocessing system having a listing in the form of a hierarchical tree structure that represents 
all the job processors in the network that can be used. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature of having the 
listing of all possible hosts on the network for performing the parallel applications to the existing 
system because this increases the efficiency level of affinity and this helps to maintain balanced 
processor and memory loads (see Abstract) . 

4. As to claim 2, Kurauchi and Kimmel are silent wherein said determination of a listing of 
processors is itself a parallel processing application. However, it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have the process of determining of a listing of processors be done in 
parallel because it would increase the speed of processing. 

5. As to claim 3, Kurauchi ([0048]-[0049], [0008], [0012], [0029]) and Kimmel (col 6, 
lines 3-4, col 9, lines 7-26) teach wherein said determination of a listing of processors is 
executed in real time concurrently with said parallel application. 
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6. As to claim 4, Kurauchi ([0066]) and Kimmel (see Abstract) teach providing said 
selected listing of hosts to an operating system controlling an execution of said parallel 
application because it is inherent that the computer processor has an operating system that gives 
the instructions for task management and parallel processing. 



7. As to claim 6, Kimmel teaches wherein said calculating difference between current 
capacity and a current utilization further comprises normalizing said difference (col J 4, lines 1- 



8. As to claims 7-10, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 1-4. 



9. As to claim 12, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 6. 

10. - As to claim 13, Kurauchi teaches a computer network having a plurality of computation 
resources and an operating system for executing a target parallel application process using at 
least s subset of said plurality of computation resources, wherein said network includes a method 
to perform said target parallel application process ([0048]-[0049]), said method comprising: 

determining, for each of said possible computation resources, a current capacity and a 
current utilization (presently occupied amount of the hardware resource and a total amount of the 
hardware resource) ([0093], etc.); 
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calculating, for each of said possible computation resources, a difference between said 
current capacity and said current utilization (calculates an available amount of the hardware 
resource, by subtracting a presently occupied amount of the hardware resource from a total 
amount of the hardware resource) ([0093], etc.) \ and 

selecting from said listing of all possible computation resources a listing of computation 
resources based on sorting (by priority) said calculated differences (available amount) as said at 
least a subset (portion of the resource remaining, etc.) of said plurality of computation resources 
to execute said target parallel application process (done by hardware resource management unit 
3031) ([0094] 9 [0173], [0192], [0155]). 

Kurauchi fails to explicitly teach determining and using a listing of all possible hosts on 
the network for performing the parallel application (see Abstract). However, Kimmel teaches a 
multiprocessing system having a listing in the form of a hierarchical tree structure that represents 
all the job processors in the network that can be used. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature of having the 
listing of all possible hosts on the network for performing the parallel applications to the existing 
system because this increases the efficiency level of affinity and this helps to maintain balanced 
processor and memory loads (see Abstract) . 

11. As to claims 14-16, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 2-4. 

12. As to claim 18, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 6. 
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13. As to claim 19, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 13. 

14. As to claim 20, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claims 3 and 
4. 

15. Claims 5, 11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kurauchi (US 2002/0059625 Al) in view of Kimmel et al. (hereinafter Kimmel) (US 
6,105,053), and further in view of Overby, Jr. et al. (hereinafter Overby) (US 6,016,503). 

16. As to claim 5, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Robertazzi teaches the job queue or list containing quantification data but fails to 
explicitly teach it containing a history. However, Overyby teaches calculating and predicting 
utilization and utilization differential based upon historical utilization (col 2, lines 47-51, col 3, 
lines 54-61, col 5, lines 22-23). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine Overby with Kurauchi and Kimmel because the 
historical information can be used to know when over-utilization has occurred, and therefore, 
better manage the resource (col 2, lines 14-17, 47-51, col 5, lines 22-23). 

17. As to claims 1 1 and 17, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claim 5. 
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Response to Arguments 
18. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are now moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejections. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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